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ABSTRACT
“In the same figure, like the king that’s dead”: The Phantasmic Authorship of The Other Side of
the Wind: A Case Study

by
Hunter Sawyer

Advisor: Leah Anderst

The release of The Other Side of the Wind calls into question some of the basic tenets of film
theory and film academia in that it is a film that is essentially impossible to credit to a single auteur because of the death of its director decades before the film’s release. This thesis seeks to
reconcile the fundamentals of the auteur theory, by returning to its origin in the pages of Cahiers
du cinema and in the writing of Andrew Sarris, with this curious film object, credited by its distributor as a film by Orson Welles. Because an auteurist question is only one that can be resolved
by an auteurist reading, this thesis travels the length of Welles’s filmography to attempt to create
a composite image of what a film by Orson Welles is, and to compare this image to the released
version of The Other Side of the Wind.
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Part One: Introduction
Despite being something of a secular religion, the world of film culture had something of a
spectral visitation on 2 November 2018; instead of the traditional setting of a crumbling mansion, the platform of this paranormal encounter was the digital streaming monolith Netflix and
the semi-undead presence was a director by the name of Orson Welles. The medium of these
ghostly emanations, of course, was the completed version of The Other Side of the Wind,
Welles’s intended 1970s comeback. The film was met with a wave of press upon its insertion in
the endless digital content stream, but, like most of the film-events of the modern streaming era,
has proven to be an elusive object, talked about ad nausem and then discarded. This sort of
quick-dispose commentary leaves the film’s most curious schism unresolved: the cognitive dissonance that lies the in the gap between the informed viewer with the information of Welles’s
1985 death and the title card that greets this self-same viewer that The Other Side of the Wind is
an “Orson Welles Picture.” Is it possible for a film to be one’s final film if one has been dead for
several decades?
We’ve long possessed a fascination by the way in which the auteur theory has seeped through
the membranes of academic thought and assumed a kind of automatic hegemony over film culture, with retrospectives, revivals, and in limited cases financial success (in the case of filmmakers such as Quentin Tarantino, Guillermo Del Toro and Christopher Nolan) predicated on the
fame and reputation of directors. Orson Welles is the perfect case to explore these issues because
in many ways he is the ur-auteur. This is true both in the scholarly sense (see for instance the
admiration for Welles by the auteur-theorists-turned-filmmakers of the French New Wave) and in
the fiscal sense, as Welles’s initial successes as a film were produced and sold on an image of the
1

filmmaker-as-genius mirroring the rise of the auteur as advertising icon of the modern studio
marketing landscape. The Other Side of the Wind is almost an ideal object to discuss in this context; alongside the curious facts of its production as explicated above, the film takes as one of its
central subjects the authorship debate. It therefore lends itself quite easily to such a project, containing (along with F for Fake, the director’s penultimate film) Welles’s own sentiments toward
the authorship question. The film is also always already an object of contested authorship; in addition to the curious nature of the film’s completion re: Welles’s death, some scholars have intimated that the film was actually co-directed by Welles’s longtime mistress and creative partner
Oja Kodar.
Contained inside these uncanny questions is a tangled knot of questions involving film authorship and the politics of assigning ownership of a film to a single person; if the pattern of a
director’s work can be repeated without their direct involvement, would this not render the very
foundation of film authorship void? Because this is at heart a question of auteurism, of attempting to read a film according to the principle that the director is the author of their films, it must
be explored using an auteurist response. Before we can detail this response, however, we must
needs define the terms of the arguments that we wish to make; first, we’ll detail a broad overview of the history of the auteur theory, with especial focus on the permutations of the theory
promulgated by Cahiers du Cinema, Andrew Sarris, and Peter Wollen. Second, I’ll create a composite image of Welles filmography by taking the auteurist principles established in the first section and splicing that together with an examination of the modes and themes that run throughout
Welles’s filmography, supplemented by an injection of material gleaned from the cottage industry of Welles studies. Finally, we’ll take this model and compare it to the finished version of The
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Other Side of the Wind; though there have not been much in the way of critical studies on the
film, we’ll draw from this limited well. By doing so, we’ll explore what it means for The Other
Side of the Wind to be an Orson Welles picture, elucidate its specific Wellesian qualities, and explore the ways in which Welles’s career and films are inseparable from the authorship question
itself.

3

Part Two: From La Politique des auteurs to The Auteur Theory
If we wish to examine the work of Orson Welles and The Other Side of the Wind in particular
through an auteurist lens, there are a series of questions to which we must muster responses in
order to illustrate our vision of auteurism and to get around the intellectual pitfalls that accompany any sort of reading that prioritizes creating meaning through authorship. Foremost among
these questions, what does auteurism mean beyond the reductive “directors are the authors of
film”? The answer to this question is to be found the origins of auteurism. Auteurism was not a
single eruption of thought but rather of the accumulation of several layers of sediment, a history
that started before the word auteur had ever become commonplace in reference to film. A curious
facet about these layers of sediment is that every version of the theory involved Orson Welles,
from the way auteurism functioned as a marketing tool that lent prestige to the craven commercialism of studio films to the French magazines that developed the backbone of what was called
les politique des auteurs to the importation into the Anglophone world of this critical position as
The Auteur Theory by Andrew Sarris. Indeed, the career of Orson Welles and critical consensus
that developed around his films is inseparable from the history of auteur theory. This includes the
release version of The Other Side of the Wind, which was completed because the content platform (Netflix) completed and distributed the film as a way of lending the artistic prestige associated with the Orson Welles name to its brand. In some way, Welles’s films can only be read
through the lens of auteurism because they contain a treatise on authorship themselves; therefore
to treat these films with the methodology they deserve, one must take a core sample of the
bedrock of auteur theory and then distill the raw essence of auteurism into a model with which
we can examine Welles’s films.

4

Economic Auteurism
Though the theory as such was developed in the pages of the French magazine Cahiers du
cinema, the idea of the director as the author the film has roots in much older filmmaking practices even in environments where directors had very limited power compared to producers and
stars. Indeed, the idea that Orson Welles was a great filmmaker circulated before he was anointed
one of great artists of the cinema by French critics. In Hollywood, before the ossification of the
studio system in the 1920s, the idea that a director could be the primary author of their works
was present in the career of DW Griffith. One of the important innovations of Griffith’s career
was that he asserted himself as the primary artist behind the films that he directed. Griffith’s
fame and ability as a director was often highlighted in the print ads for his films, often times being the dominate typographical element of the ads. There is a curious constancy of these newspaper ads, which spanned years and numerous peaks and valleys of Griffith’s career; the films,
from The Battle of the Sexes (1928) (“film The Battle”), The Girl who Stayed at Home (1919)1,
and, Intolerance (1916) (“Intolerance”) are always prefaced by Griffith’s name and some indication of his ownership.2 Aside from Griffith, there were a few other exceptions to the idea of the
effaced director; however, Griffith’s case was exceptional in that most auteur-driven works before the dawn of la politique des auteurs were the result of some formulation of the mixture of
the professions of actor and director. Charlie Chaplin may have been considered the author of his
texts, but it is undoubtable his relatively strong directional vision was allowed to exist pre-andmid studio system stemmed from the fact that he was also the star of his films. If the pheOne of the ads for which remarkably featured a sketched profile of Griffith as its primary nontextual feature. (“File:The Girl who”)
1

2

Either in the form of D. W. Griffith’s or D. W. Griffith Presents.
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nomenon can be traced to a single location, the studio United Artists, founded in 1919 by Griffith, Chaplin, Mary Pickford, and Douglas Fairbanks, was the production company behind several of the aforementioned Griffith films and also some of Chaplin’s most acclaimed films. This
equation, with authorship equated with ownership and also a sort of marketing stamp of quality,
clearly articulates the mercenary approach to film authorship that was somewhat common during
this early period of film history. The marketing aspect of Griffith’s insistence that he was the author of his films was retained to some degree throughout Classical Hollywood. This will come
further into view with a discussion of the way in which Orson Welles’s directorial persona was
exploited as a marketing material in his early Hollywood films, especially Citizen Kane and The
Magnificent Ambersons.
After the studio system came into effect, these lingering seeds would begin to take root, even
though the director-as-creator would primarily function as another form of advertising. Welles
himself serves as a perfect example of these qualities in that his importation to the Hollywood
scene was largely on the basis of the artistic persona he had developed in the theater and on the
radio. The fact that RKO, the company that produced Welles’s first two films, valued the image
of Welles as artistic genius can be found in the advertising blitz that accompanied the release of
Citizen Kane, the gist of which focused on Welles as the sole creative force behind the film. An
exemplary poster features a massive portrait of Welles surrounded by miniatures of the other
members of the cast with an enormous title superimposed over the body of the director stating,
“It’s Terrific”; it is unclear whether the phrase is referring to Welles or the film (Callow, Orson
Welles Volume 1). Interestingly, this advertising technique would be applied to films throughout
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Welles’s entire career3; this is even true for films of his that would be drastically reworked by the
studio during post-production and that would receive released versions that differed greatly from
the director’s vision. The Magnificent Ambersons, for example, was advertised with a series of
posters that all emphasized Welles’s authorship of the film, despite the fact that the film was famously mangled by the studio after filming was completed and that Welles oversaw essentially
none of the post-production process. Though the pictorial elements of the various posters for the
film differed significantly, a feature common to all is the fact that the title was written as “Orson
Welles’ The Magnificent Ambersons.” (Callow, Orson Welles Volume 2 114)The positioning on
the poster of this identification of authorship (often dead center) and the size of the text (the
same size as the title of the film) suggests how important the idea of Welles’s authorship was to
the film’s marketing and therefore Hollywood’s interests in Welles-as-artist. This becomes even
more clear when one watches the film and realizes that Welles does not physically appear, unlike
Citizen Kane, on screen. His authorship of the film, however, is implied in the text of the film
itself, as Welles lends his voice to the role of the narrator who essentially conjures the images of
the film into being.
Though the marketing usages of the myth of Welles’s directorial prowess in Hollywood
would be diminished with each subsequent film, the existence of these materials and Griffith’s
earlier assertion of his authorship demonstrates the way in which the idea of the director as author proliferated in Hollywood before the codification of the auteur theory in the 1950s. It also
Up to and including The Other Side of the Wind, which was advertised with the tagline “A New
Motion Picture from Legendary Director Orson Welles… 40 Years in the Making… His Final
Film” (“The Other Side”) on one poster and “An Orson Welles Picture” (“First Look”) on the
other. The latter is especially interesting in that the assertion of Welles’s authorship of the film
appears in a larger typeface than any of the credited cast or assorted crew.
3
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anticipates the way in which the figure of the auteur functions in modern film culture; though
blockbuster auteurism has diminished in recent years as the primary production model of Hollywood filmmaking has shifted onto franchise building, it still plays a role in determining which
films gets made. Taking the previous year (2019) as test case, the only two movies in the top 20
highest grossers that were not part of an existing franchise both have a heavy auteurist element,
Jordan Peele’s Us and Quentin Tarantino’s Once Upon a Time in Hollywood.
The financial success of these films demonstrates that popular directorial persona still has
some pull at the box office. The return of auteurism as advertisement is best demonstrated, however, through two other releases: Scary Stories to Tell in the Dark and Terminator Dark Fate.
Though these films are to some degree part of a franchise, both were advertised based on the fact
of their association with a famous director, Guillermo Del Toro and James Cameron. What
makes this example interesting is that neither of these films were in fact directed by these director-producers whose names adorned the films’ posters4 and who actually had only nebulous roles
in the films’ creative processes as evinced by their officially credited role (both received producer and “story by” credits). It demonstrates that economic auteurism has not only remained in film
culture but mutated to fit the current film production landscape where auteurs have become
something of a franchise in themselves where film studios will print the name of a tenuous connected famous director onto a film in an attempt to lend the aura of legitimacy and critical acclaim associated with their names to the production. The return of economic auteurism and its
relationship with the completion of The Other Side of the Wind will be remarked upon later in

In both of these cases, the names of the famous auteurs were more prominently displayed than
the actual directors of the films.
4
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this paper when we examine the film as an auteurist text and as a text about auteurism. However,
this functional, highly practical and market driven version of auteurism functionally existed on a
separate historical track from the critical and theoretically position that was developed after the
second world war in France and America. To examine the way in which auteurism became la
politique des auteurs and The Auteur Theory in America and how these critical positions interacted with the work and personage of Orson Welles, we must turn our gaze to see the way in
which these forms were developed.
Alexandre Astruc and the Origins of la politique des auteurs.
Perhaps the first critic to explicate the theoretical ability of the cinema to function as a medium of self-expression was Alexandre Astruc. His essay “The Birth of a New Avant-Garde: La
Caméra-Stylo” (1948) lays down a foundation upon which the critics that made up the core of
Cahiers du cinema would expand. Astruc’s argument is a mixture of the technological and the
idealistic, an author driven cinema that can be found in the usage of the term Caméra-Stylo, or
Camera-Pen. To use Astruc’s own words to define his own turn of phrase, “the cinema will break
free from the tyranny of the visual, (…) from the immediate and concrete demands of the narrative, to become a means of writing just a flexible and subtle as the written language.” (Astruc,
“The Birth” 352). Despite what might be suggested by the idealistic language of that quotation,
the Caméra-Stylo was not an attempt obscure the industrial nature of the cinema; it is instead a
theory rooted in the technological developments of the time. Astruc specifically cites the development of the lightweight 16mm camera and the potential atomization and mass adoption of
home viewing technology as the developments that will allow the flourishing of authorship in the
language of cinema (352). Though mostly focused on his idealized future of cinema, Astruc cites
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a few extant films as models that his author-focused cinema will follow. In addition to such
works as Renoir’s The Rules of the Game (1939) and Bresson’s Les Dames du Bois de Boulogne
(1945), Astruc views Welles’s films as part of a canon of the cinema of personal expression
which also were the films that the Cahiers held in highest esteem (352-354). What separates him
from the Cahiers critics is, however, that Astruc, with Welles being only counter-example, solely
focused on European cinema. It would take the innovations of these critics (especially André
Bazin and François Truffaut) to extract American films from their industrial production system
and instill the word auteur with the meaning it retains to this day.
Following “The Birth of a New Avant-Garde: La Caméra-Stylo” Astruc further clarified his
position in the pages of the magazine that built its critical position on the foundation of his theory. In an article entitled “What Is Mise-en-scene?” (1959), Astruc took the idea of the camerastylo and attempted to expound the ways a director might influence the content of their films.
The key term here is the titular mise-en-scene which essentially functions as the camera-stylo
minus the grounding in technological innovation. The article is pitched as an attempt to explicate
practical methods by which a filmmaker might impose their personality on the films they make;
however, the placing of value onto mise-en-scene does not that necessarily mean Astruc would
articulate these means of creation. His essay does not get into the various techniques used by
filmmakers to shape film form, nor does it get into the practical realities of film direction. Instead, “What is mise-en-scene?” evinces a belief in the film camera to capture reality, which Astruc positions as the answer to the question in the title of his essay. To wit: “The camera fixes; it
does not transcend, it looks. One has to be naive to imagine that the systematic use of an 18.5
lens will make things any different than they are. In exchanges, it never lies (Astruc, “What Is”
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266).5 The impression gleaned in this passage is the work of an artist is less the full exploitation
of the cinematic apparatus to express their personality, but rather a selection of subject matter for
the camera to document. The reference to lens length is a red herring; by gesturing at the technical specificity of his chosen medium, Astruc distracts from the fact that he choses not to engage
with the practical realities of filmmaking, instead seeing the camera as almost a passive observer.
This is borne out later in the essay when Astruc details how mise-en-scene might allow an artist
to express their personality; “I see mise-en-scene as a means of making the spectacle [e.g. the
reality that the mechanical camera lens captures] one’s own (…) a particular way of needing to
see and to show” (268). In these passages, one can detect the evolution of Astruc’s thought as
mise-en-scene is the camera-stylo by another name. The critics that formed the bedrock of
Cahiers du Cinema would take this idea of mise-en-scene/camera-stylo and make it one of the
foundational impulses behind la politique des auteurs and therefore the modern day Auteur Theory.
Cahiers du Cinema and la politique des auteurs
The Cahiers version of the authorship question differed from Astruc’s in that it was mostly
articulated through cinema that already existed, through which they created a model to apply to
cinema of the present and the future. Their polemical position looked to the past and the present
of domestic (French) and foreign cinema in order to create an ideal that French cinema was to
strive to in the future. Starting from this position, it is essential to return to the early Cahiers
pieces and examine the way in which their theory came into being. As part of this process, it is

Cf. Godard’s famous dictum, in the film Le Petit Soldat (1963), that “cinema is truth at 24
frames per second.” (Godard, Le Petit Soldat)
5
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also crucial to examine what was meant by the term auteur in this original context, because the
version of the theory that became widely adopted differs from this original context from the way
in which the role of the director was perceived by these French critics. A pitfall one must avoid
while discussing le politique des auteurs6 is the belief that the various writers of magazine shared
a uniform and doctrinaire attitude toward the authorship problem. Because the policy became a
sort of default position taken by the writers, it is easy to overlook the diversity of opinion that
flourished under this critical line. This world of difference is exemplified by the break between
the more socially minded auteurism of André Bazin and the fringe position taken by the so called
Hitchcocko-Hawksians (François Truffaut, Jean-Luc Godard, Jacques Rivette, Eric Rohmer, et
al.). Bazin would go so far as to push against the assumptions of his acolytes in the pages of the
magazine itself. It is also important to present a brief sketch of the specific way in which the men
who wrote in the pages of Cahiers during the 1950s watched American movies developed their
tastes and their ability to see connections in assorted director’s filmographies. Firstly, as Peter
Wollen relates in Signs and Meaning in Cinema, after the fall of Vichy France, the French cinema scene was flooded by American movies brought on by the winds of liberation. These budding
critics viewed view a large number of films in such a concentrated fashion, aided by the fact that
one of the stipulations of the Marshall Plan was that a certain percentage of French theaters had
to show Hollywood product (Wollen, Signs and Meaning 50). Secondly, the soon to be writers
for the magazine haunted cine-clubs (Henri Langlois’s Cinémathèque François chief among
them), which often organized screening series based around certain directors such as John Ford

6 As

the Cahiers du Cinema critics referred to their policy of reading films according to their directors.
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or Orson Welles (Brody 8). In short, these critics were exposed to American cinema in conditions that were very hospitable to the idea that the director could be the primary author of a film
text. However, before we delve into the variety of theories that composed la politique des auteurs, we must established the default theoretical line from which these critics diverged; for that,
we must examine the essay that serves as this foundation: François Truffaut’s “A Certain Tendency of French Cinema.”
Truffaut’s “A Certain Tendency of the French Cinema,” is perhaps the most famous essay on
la politique des auteurs; therefore, it is the ideal starting point to illustrate some of the assumptions that underlie this method of reading cinema. The essay, like much of the Cahiers writing on
auteurism, is positioned as a diagnosis of the maladies facing the French cinema. References to
foreign cinema, especially curious coming from the figurehead of a group that would become
known as the Hitchcocko-Hawksians, are limited to examples that serve to further denigrate the
current model of French cinema production. The films which receive the most opprobrium in
Truffaut’s article are the combined oeuvre of Jean Aurenche and Pierre Bost, whom Truffaut
identifies as the primary screenwriters behind what he terms the “Tradition of Quality” (Truffaut
229). The basis for his argument is essentially a conservative opposition to the slightly smutty
content and liberal sentiment that runs throughout the pair’s films; the revolutionary material in
the essay, however, comes in the fact that Truffaut creates two categories of film production that
would serve as a through-line through most of an auteurist thought. These two categories are
“Scenarists’ films” which are directed by “metteur-en-scenes” (232) and what would become
known as auteurist cinema, the cinema of Jacques Tati, Jacques Becker, Robert Bresson, et al.
directed by men Truffaut terms “cineastes” (233). A curious fact about “A Certain Tendency of
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French Cinema” is that it primarily defines what a positive, auteurist cinema through this negative example of Aurenche and Pierre Bost; the qualities that make this list of cineastes so exemplary are suggested rather than outright stated. The polemical nature of Truffaut’s piece means
that what he values in filmmaking can only be glimpsed in the negative example; but the suggestion that the great films are the ones to exhibit strong directorial and individual personality, regardless of any other quality, would lay the foundation that la politique des auteurs would take
and establish a variety of critical positions upon.
The Fringe Position: The Hitchcocko-Hawksians
These points having been established, we can move on to detailing the variety of positions
held by the Cahiers writers. Because it was the line against which Bazin et al. reacted, we’ll start
by examining the Hitchcocko-Hawksians. The valorization by way of the negative example that
colored Truffaut’s argument recurs again and again in the criticism of Hitchcocko-Hawksians;
one could describe it as the dominate trait of their writings. A prototypical example can be found
in Éric Rohmer’s “Rediscovering America,” first published in 1955. Rohmer’s argument about
the vital pulse of American cinema nominally proclaims the superiority of the production model
of Hollywood, but the crux of his argument rests on the identification of several auteurs: Griffith,
Nicholas Ray, and Howard Hawks (Rohmer 89). The European focus of the article comes into
view at the end, where Rohmer lists directors of note in France and elsewhere, all of whom
Rohmer views as the exceptions to the rule of French production. The implication of the article is
clear: that France should reproduce on a local level the vitality that made American cinema so
exceptional. And what France should be replicating is the possibility of an artist to create a stable
body of work with a strong directorial personality. As implied in “A Certain Tendency of the
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French Cinema,” what is important in Rohmer’s valuation of American Cinema is less the originality of director’s subject matter than the imposition of his personality on the subject matter.
The examples that Rohmer cites of exceptional American films fit within the context of suggesting that their narrative content largely adheres to the genre conventions of the western (91). The
proof that subject matter and theme mattered less to the Hitchcock-Hawksians is found in
Rohmer’s defense of Hawks’s version of To Have and Have Not; Rohmer’s appreciation of the
film seems to even surprise him as he admits a distate for the Hemingway novel on which it was
based. Hawks’s “glossed-over reflection” is of more interest to him because of how it reflects his
directorial persona (92). The radical position Rohmer is taking here is that subject matter and
even theme are of secondary concern to his interest than the fact of authorship itself; personal
expression could take the form of these constructs, but ultimately personality was more interesting to the Hitchcocko-Hawksians than any political or social consideration. As John Caughie
puts in Theories of Authorship, the fundamental critical gesture these critics took was “a refusal
to valorize films based on their subject matter, preferring instead to discover (…) the marks of
the auteur’s unique personality” (Caughie 36). This quality that Caughie describes will become
clear in a discussion of the writing of Jacques Rivette.
The Hitchcocko-Hawksian position would receive a more explicit explication in Rivette’s
“Notes on a Revolution,” which was published in 1955 and was also a testament to the positive
qualities of American cinema. If Rohmer’s conclusions are tentative and almost unwilling to
commit to the ideas under the surface of his words, Rivette is willing to push his postulations to
the furthest point possible. Rivette’s article resembles Rohmer’s in several ways, as it mostly
consists of a listing of the American directors he respects; the conclusion that one is to draw from
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his argument is that the artist takes precedence over the work they produce. His argument, that
the American cinema is undergoing an artistic revolution, is predicated on the emergence of new
auteurs; he puts forward four names - Nicholas Ray, Richard Brooks, Anthony Mann, and Robert
Aldrich - and complies little dossiers on their preoccupations (Rivette 94). There are two salient
points to be made about Rivette’s analysis: first, his appreciation of these directors is predicated
on the violence inherent to their films, violence in terms of the way they contain a “repudiation
of the traditional rhetoric of the script and mise-en-scene” (95). This is, in short, the traditional
modernist credo, analogous to Artaud’s theater of cruelty; the shock of violence, the disruption of
cliché and “making physical contact with audience insensitive to anything new, imposing oneself
as an individual” (95). The action of asserting individuality onto the depersonalized7 mechanization of the Hollywood picture is enough to earn valorization in Rivette’s eyes. This point is made
clear in the other major feature of article, that the profiles of the directors are bereft of a single
mention of a film title. The directors themselves are more important than the individual works
they produce; their personas are almost a work of art in themselves, with the films as visible evidence of identity. Rivette thereby follows on Astruc’s camera-stylo by suggesting the ability to
write, in a nearly mythic fashion, in the language of cinema. This central feature of the Hitchcocko-Hawksian version of the auteur theory is what would spur Bazin to attempt to reign in his
fellows. This moderate position, one that doesn’t discard subject matter and social context as
Rohmer’s and Rivette’s positions do, is what we’ll explore next.
The Moderate Position and Social Auteurism
Pierre Kast would be the first to attempt to reconcile the auteurist position of the magazine

7

Which Rivette tars in the opening section of the article as “The Hollywood of Sums” (94).
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with market structuralism of Marxism; this separated him from the Hitchcocko-Hawksians in
that his readings of auteurism would follow from an examination of the specific production models that result in the creation of a film. Kast’s position can be summarized by his article in
Cahiers entitled “Flattering the Fuzz: Some Remarks on Dandyism and the Practice of
Cinema” (1951). Kast’s argument resembles the basic auteurist stance established by Truffaut in
some respects. This is especially apparent in the way that a large portion Kast’s article compares
American examples of socially conscious filmmaking to French examples of the same and finds
the French films wanting in the depth and the sincerity of their political commitment. However,
the article differs from the Hitchcocko-Hawksian position by placing the value of the artists firmly inside their films rather than celebrating their personalities as an end to themselves. If auteurism seemed an end unto itself in Rivette, Truffaut, and Rohmer’s critical position, Kast’s
viewpoint values films that employ the form “of [a] parable (…) to launch an offensive on society” (Kast 231). If Kast’s opinion on the political usage of art is unique compared to the Hitchcocko-Hawksians, his view of how the auteur accomplishes this goal is in line with Rivette’s idealization of modernist violence against convention as the method by which an artist imposes their
will on their material. Rather than emphasizing the way in which mise-en-scene allows an auteur
to construct themselves in their films, Kast positions his favorite auteurs (The Welles of Lady
from Shanghai, John Huston, and Chaplin) as a product of the lineage of satiric art which
emerged with Jonathan Swift (231). Unlike Rivette et al., who views Hawks or Ray as above the
production model that typifies American cinema, Kast identifies the fact that America lacks the
government censorship as a reason why it produces such great films. Indeed, the structures of
American cinema allow it to be politically adventurous and downbeat in a way that is impossible
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in the French cinema of the time (232). The genre traditions of the American cinema also allow
artists working within these strictures to flourish, traditions that Kast argues the French production system lacks (233). This quality would be elaborated on by André Bazin, whose variation of
la politique de auteurs we’ll examine next.
Kast’s article paved the way for the broader reigning in of the wilder impulses of the Hitchcocko-Hawksians by the elder statesman of Cahiers du Cinema, André Bazin. His essay, “On the
politique des auteurs,” (1957) encapsulates this more socially conscious position. What separates
him from Kast is that Bazin’s critique emanates from a more liberal political philosophy than
Kast’s Marxist auteurism. Like Kast, Bazin accepts the standard line that a director can be mostly
responsible for the meaning of a movie. What Bazin objects to the in the Hitchococko-Hawksian
position are two things. First, that in elevating the artist above his work, they risked obscuring
the various masterpieces produced by these directors. As Bazin recreates their position, “the auteur is a subject to himself; whatever the scenario, he always tells the same story”; to Bazin,
making the artist more important than the “subject matter” is to bring all of a director’s ouvre to
the same level(Bazin, “On the politique” 255). The example that Bazin cites is Welles’s Mr.
Arkadin, which Bazin views the Hitchcocko-Hawksians as valuing as “a more important film
than Citizen Kane” because it appears to reveal more about its creator (255). By failing to recognize that Citizen Kane is the superior film to Mr. Arkadin, Bazin suggests that these critics risk
devaluing both; that such a reading risks erasing a director’s personality bringing all of their
films to the same level. Bazin’s other major source of complaint is that treating filmmakers in
this way erases the historical and social processes which extend influence their work. Following
this, Bazin sees an American cinema that is made greater by the fact that its auteurs emerge from
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certain traditions not in spite of them. Rivette’s emphasis on modernist violence against convention could not be further from Bazin’s view of auteurism, which views the greatest directors as
creating the best versions of these genres by infusing their personalities into the tropes that provide the generic spine. This is a twist on the standard Cahiers du Cinema position in that it
makes the production background and the history of the genre in which directors work as important as the fact that they are making great work; Bazin illustrates this idea by stating that Anthony Mann’s Westerns are interesting because they each are “above all a Western.” (257) Bazin’s
critique is therefore that one must not allow auteurism to exclude other readings of film, that examining films along the axis of genre or social consideration is as important as an authorship.
What is valuable about a certain director is that they embody these traditions with their personal
style. “On the politique des auteurs” therefore ends with a riposte that also serves as a summation of Bazin’s point of view, “Auteur, yes, but what of?” (258)
Mise-en-scene and the Cahiers view of Welles
Two final aspects of Cahiers du Cinema needs must be addressed before we examine the way
in which la politique des auteurs was exported to the United States. First, one of the most direct
pathways to la politique des auteurs is via the term mise-en-scene. Though this term has come to
mean the material components8 of the film frame (the sets, the costuming, even the actors), as
employed by the Cahiers critics mise-en-scene was intended to mean any element of the film
form that an auteur director could use to promulgate their artistic vision. This is crucial to these
critics’ understanding of the art of cinema, and how the vision of a director could take precee.g. anything that was physically presence in front of the lens; other visual elements of the film
(editing techniques, superimpositions, color tinting, etc.) would not be considered part of the
mise-en-scene in this definition. Digital special effects, however, would be.
8
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dence over that of a screenwriter or an inventive cinematographer; they privileged the articulation of personal touch in the mise-en-scene above narrative or dialogue. As with most modernists, the form of the work is the place where meaning is created; oft-times the quality that the
Cahiers critics respected in a work was that a filmmaker was able to express some theme or
mood through the mise-en-scene. Luc Moullet’s9 famous dictum, re-quoted by and oft-misattributed to Jean-Luc Godard, “Morality is a question of tracking shots,” points to the way in which
this specific version of mise-en-scene was valued over any other cinematic quality (Moullet 148).
Moullet’s phrase is more than a gnomic axiom; its usage in the article (“Sam Fuller: In Marlowe’s Footsteps” (1959)) in which it appears illuminates the way the Cahier critics used miseen-scene as a barometer of auteurism. Proof of Samuel Fuller’s artistry, to Moullet, exists in the
violence he does to the conventions of filmmaking: “Fuller composes actions which have no reference to any prefabricated dramaturgy” (150). Elsewhere, Moullet admiringly describes Fuller’s
contempt for generic technique, which is evinced in his rare usage of “the medium close shot, the
perfect figure of classicism” (152). It is a Rivette-esque tool of violent directorial identity; it is
also this technically precise way of influencing the meaning of the shot. That mise-en-scene
could contain these multitudes, both the imprecise distillation of theme or directorial personality
and the very specific aspects of filmmaking, indicates the importance it plays in auteurist thought
and in validating la politique des auteurs. If film is to be taken as a medium of individuals and
not simply as an industrial form, it only makes sense that these critics would need a tool both
specific and which could vary to fit any argument, and that this tool of the implementation of authorial meaning could fit both the vaguely mystical camera-stylo ideal and also the very specific

9

Moullet was close to the Hitchco-Hawksians in critical temperament.
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way to work out meaning in the context of film form. It is important to note that both the Hitchcocko-Hawksians and the more moderate wing would make use of the term mise-en-scene to
propagate their thoughts. Though usage varied in accordance to the writer of the particular piece,
the term generally fits in the parameters established above.
Finally, it goes without saying that Orson Welles played in important role in the development
of la politique des auteurs. His position as one of the only explicitly foregrounded directors by
the classic Hollywood studio system made him a touchstone in their arguments; as is implied by
this, his directorial persona was stretched to fit the argument of the particular version of la politique des auteurs. To start with the Hitchcocko-Hawksian version of Welles, the director represents the platonic ideal of directorial authority. Rivette introduces Welles’s relationship with his
favorite directors thusly: “Here the truth is inescapable: they are all the sons of Orson Welles,
who was the first to reassert clearly the egocentric concept of the director” (Rivette 95). Welles’s
egocentrism is to Rivette a key component of his artistry and indeed a central feature of his version of la politique des auteurs. As enumerated above, Rivette and his fellows took scope of an
artist’s oeuvre as more important than the films themselves. Therefore their idealization of personality expressed via violence is also contained in this praise of Welles’s egocentrism, by taking
the singular persona over the selflessness of collaboration. This sentiment is repeated in Jean-Luc
Godard’s writing, where Welles is a short-hand for directorial personality10 . We see this as well
Moullet’s pieces where he views the conflation of Welles’s character in Touch of Evil with the
director himself as the violent subversion inherent in the association between modernism and
Cf. Godard’s essay “Sufficient Evidence,” on the directorial career Roger Vadim, where he
identified Vadim’s personal touch in the film Sait-on Jamais? as “the Orson Welles” (“Sufficient
Evidence” 49).
10
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auteurism (Moullett 146). Kast’s Welles, in keeping with his focus on social auteurism, is an exemplary figure in that he embodies and exposes the contradictions of American capitalism, in the
manner of Swift (Kast 233).
Bazin’s position on Welles is fairly complex, because on the one hand he uses him, in “On
the Politique des Auteurs” as an example of the follies of extending la politique des auteurs beyond the scope of individual films and, on the other, as an example of extraordinary directorial
ability in his other writings. Indeed Bazin perhaps made Welles’s directorial style the most central to the system of his critical apparatus. In What Is Cinema?11, Welles’s filmmaking style and
Citizen Kane in particular functions both as the endpoint of the development of the Hollywood
style and as an important work in the development of a realist cinema, due primarily to its usage
of “the depth of field” (Bazin, “The Evolution” 320). Though he puts Welles to a slightly different usage than the rest of the Cahiers critics, as complied above, Bazin’s foundational view of
Welles is a microcosm of the Cahiers view of Welles in general, in that it views the fact that he
was the primary artist behind his films as a given. In this, Welles offers direct access to the way
these critics approached the authorship question. However, to only focus on these original developers of auteurism is to only look at one side of the coin; to see how la politique des auteurs became the Auteur Theory we must examine the versions of the auteurism that eventually became
popular across the Atlantic.
Andrew Sarris and The Auteur Theory
There is something inherently problematic in attributing the history of a certain method of

Essentially the capstone of Bazin’s career, What Is Cinema? functions as a summation of
Bazin’s discourses on film artistry and realism.
11
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thought to one man, but the reality is that one can trace the importation of the basic elements of
auteurism into the English language to Andrew Sarris. Sarris became a pivotal figure in the auteurist movement in America based on his journalistic writing in Film Culture and The Village
Voice. First published in 1968, The American Cinema: Directors and Directions 1929-1968 remains a seismic text for the adoption of the auteur theory in America, especially when it’s paired
with Sarris’s various iterations of the essay “Notes on the Auteur Theory.” The version expounded by Sarris differs in a variety of ways from la politique des auteurs as practiced by the Cahiers
critics. The most direct explanation of Sarris’s theoretical backbone can be found in the original
articulation of his ideas on authorship, “Notes on the Auteur Theory in 1962.” His stance is articulated in the three propositions which structure the article. First, a director suspected to be an auteur must possess technical skill as a director; that “technical competence of a director {is a} criterion of value” (Sarris, “Notes on” 562). The second quality Sarris explicates is that directors
have a certain individualized personality they imprint on all of their films and that tracing
progress of this imprint is an area worthy of study. Sarris’s third principal proved to be the most
controversial element of Sarris’s theoretical formulation because it is simultaneously and paradoxically the most abstract and that which requires the most individuated context: that of socalled “inner meaning.” Essentially, “inner meaning” is the unique artistic stamp created by the
imposition of the director’s personality upon a film’s style. It is also Sarris’s translation of
Cahiers du Cinema’s mise-en-scene, which Sarris would later adopt as his preferred idiom in
“The Auteur Theory Revisited.” As an example of “inner meaning”, Sarris cites a specific moment from Jean Renoir’s Le Règle du Jeu where the camera lingers unnecessarily on a character
as an illustration (563). Sarris acknowledges this vagueness of definition by describing his ver-
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sion of the auteur theory as “a pattern theory in constant flux” (563). Sarris then follows this admission with a list of whom he considers the foremost auteurs in world cinema, suggesting that
his auteurist reading, and any auteurist reading, is the product of subjective taste. In defining his
critical art in such limited, subjective terms, Sarris both shuts his work off from criticism and
opens it to revision and expansion. He is inviting others to use his framework to their own ends,
to explore the “inner meaning” of their chosen auteurs on their own terms.
From this point, we’ll now move to examine the way Sarris employed this framework in his
own work. In The American Cinema: Directors and Directions 1929-1968, Sarris takes this seed
of a framework in “Notes on the Auteur Theory in 1962” and create an auteurist reading of
American film history. Sarris primarily frames his text as a history: in the essay that opens The
American Cinema: Directors and Directions 1929-1968 - “Toward a Theory of Film History” Sarris frames his auteur theory as an approach to film history but also a supplement or corrective
to, as Sarris terms them, “sociologically oriented film historians” (Sarris, The American Cinema
15).12 In place of a sociological approach, Sarris offers an overview of American film categorized by its directors, with Sarris’s taste the structuring principal behind the specific categorical
choices. The bulk of Sarris’s book therefore consists of profiles of American directors sorted into

“Jacobs, Grierson, Kracauer, Rotha, Griffith, Leyda, Sadoul” (Sarris, The American Cinema
15) - Jacobs is Lewis Jacobs, founder of the film journal Experimental Cinema and proponent of
Soviet Cinema; Grierson is John Grierson, often considered the founder of documentary film
(who in fact coined the term documentary); Kracauer is Siegfried Kracauer, author of From
Caligari to Hitler and leading realist film theorist; Rotha is Paul Rotha, collaborator of Grierson
and a documentary filmmaker in his own right; Griffith is Richard Griffith, another documentary
film theorist who co-wrote books with Rotha; Leyda is Jay Leyda, a film historian who made
acclaimed documentary short Bronx Morning and also wrote books on Soviet and Chinese film;
Sadoul is Georges Sadoul, French film critic who is best known for writing the exhaustive 6-part
Histoire générale du cinéma.
12
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categories of value such as “Pantheon Directors” and “The Far Side of Paradise.” The sections
on the individual directors take the basic precepts of the theory for granted, as the Auteur Theory
so named is only mentioned in the preface and the essay that closes the book. For Sarris, proofs
of the theory are to be found in the works themselves.
Because Welles is included as one of the vaunted few who ascend to the top of Sarris’s “Pantheon Directors,” he is the perfect entry point into Sarris’s critical point-of-view. Sarris reads
Welles as quintessentially a cinematic autobiographer; to Sarris’s eye, Welles’s films are containers of himself and his outsized artistic persona. To wit, “Call him Hearst or Falstaff, Macbeth or
Othello, Quinlan or Arkadin, he is always at least partially himself, ironic, bombastic, pathetic,
and above all, presumptuous” (79). This is the thread that runs through Welles’s great films for
Sarris, the “inner meaning.” Sarris points to a specific sequence from Mr. Arkadin as evidence,
where the titular character (played by Welles) narrates a fable that conveys the dominance of the
irrational aspects of individual character over rational mutual assistance. This parable reflects a
theme that runs throughout Welles’s oeuvre in Sarris’s reading and thereby a source of “inner
meaning.” This analysis of “inner meaning” is complimented with an examination of Welles’s
place on a historical curve that references the director’s exile from Hollywood and the fact that
the director’s style is an adaptation of the basics of German Expressionism; Welles’s oft-commented upon deep-focus cinematography (perhaps the stylistic trait that is considered the most
inherent portion of Welles’s style, if the sheer amount of critical commentary is the metric) is
here relegated to the development of his personal style. Sarris also seems to identity artistry as a
central “inner meaning” of Welles, as “the world of Orson Welles is the world of the runaway
artist who pauses every so often to muse over what he has lost or left behind” (79). One can’t
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help be reminded of the “egocentrism” that was so central to Rivette’s understanding of auteurism. Despite these Rivette-ian flourishes, Sarris position also incorporates portions of Bazin’s
position in that he separates Welles’s great films13 from his minor works14 and that he attempts to
locate the history that led to the development of Welles’s style; Sarris doesn’t deem it worthwhile
to examine these lesser films for evidence of Welles’s personality. In reading Welles’s films as
essentially impositions of his own character upon the world, Sarris reveals the way in which the
Cahiers model influenced his thought.
A bit more ink needs to be expended on Sarris before we move on; given the “modest, tentative, experimental manner” with which the critic approaches his arguments, it only makes sense
that Sarris would continue to revise and adjust his theorems over the course of his career (26).
Evidence of this is visible in the later editions of The American Cinema: Directors and Directions 1929-1968, in which “The Auteur Theory Revisited” was appended as an afterword. “The
Auteur Theory Revisited” provides a sort of corrective to some of vague and ill-defined ideas of
these previous works by drawing more directly upon the auteurism that circulated throughout
Cahiers du Cinema. Importantly, Sarris steps back from the idea of the abstraction of “inner
meaning” and embraces the idea of the director expressing their personality through the Cahiers
critics’ definition of mise-en-scene. As the critic himself puts it: “I would suggest a definition of
mise-en-scene that includes all the means available to the director to express his attitude toward

In Sarris’s reckoning, Citizen Kane, The Magnificent Ambersons, Lady From Shanghai, Othel lo, Touch of Evil, Mr. Arkadin, Chimes at Midnight (which Sarris titles Falstaff) and The Immortal Story (77).
13

Journey into Fear, The Stranger, Macbeth, and The Trial are the films that Sarris views as
“minor” (77).
14
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his subject” (276).15 This emphasis on locating an auteur’s affect in concrete formal analysis is
almost shocking compared to the overawed valuing of the mystery of artist’s personality found in
“Notes on the Auteur Theory in 1960.” Indeed, Sarris seems to be aware of the trap that lies in
this fundamentally Romantic conception of the ability of the artist to rise above the barriers inherent to creation in such an industrial and commercial medium as filmmaking in Hollywood. By
walking back his more abstract impulses, Sarris anticipates the next form the auteur theory
would take, the so-called Structural Auteurism pioneered by Peter Wollen.
Peter Wollen and Structural Auteurism
An important sentiment of Sarris’s auteur theory and la politique des auteurs is the ways that
an oeuvre of a director will expand and underline meaning in the films that comprise it. Of no
little note on this subject is the version of the theory first expressed by Peter Wollen in the first of
edition of The Signs and Meaning of Cinema (1969). Though Wollen would later repudiate the
idea of authorship entirely in the later editions of this book, the ideas that percolate in the first
edition of The Signs and Meaning of Cinema provide a counterpoint to the Romantic notions that
undergird la politique des auteurs and Sarris’s Auteur Theory. In Wollen’s version of the auteur
theory, the traces of auteurist personality could be found solely in an analysis of the films themselves without reference to the director’s lived existence. By viewing the works on a continuum
determined by their shared director, the themes and symbolism of the lesser films would come to
the foreground when examined alongside the great films. Indeed, Wollen’s vision of cinema is
one in which films have value only in relation to other films. This puts him in opposition to Sar“This takes in cutting, camera movement, pacing, the direction of players and their placement
in the decor, the angle and placement of the camera, and even the content of the shot” (Sarris,
The American Cinema 276).
15
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ris’s selective canonization which was predicated on certain films being more valuable than others and which tended to look at a director’s specific masterpieces as proof of their genius.
Wollen’s whole project is an attempt to reconcile the strictures of structuralism, especially that
which emerged in the wake of the publication of Barthes’s “La Morte d’Auteur,” with the basic
tenets of reading films according to their auteur directors. Wollen’s perspective can be summarized thusly: “It implies an opportunity of decipherment; it reveals authors where none had been
seen before” (“The Auteur Theory” 363). Therefore, Wollen builds on Sarris’s approach to suggest that a director’s films are enlivened by the other works which accompany them, suggesting
that proof of an auteur director lies less in the mystery of something like mise-en-scene but rather
in the concrete details of the films they directed.
Therefore, in Wollen’s version, the auteur theory becomes a sort of structuralism in itself,
where the author of the film becomes a construction that allows a writer to tease meaning out of
works. It neatly sidesteps Barthes’s “author is dead” argument by essentially agreeing with it,
suggesting that the author is created by the texts instead of the other way around. To use Wollen’s
own words, “the pattern formed by these motifs… is what gives an author’s work its particular
structure” (364). Of course, one would be remiss to whole-heartedly reject autobiographical interpolations by artists. This revised auteur thereby theory allows autobiographical information to
stand alongside other meanings and prevent them from turning the text into an extension of its
author’s biography. It therefore becomes a matter of examining the filmography of a director and
identifying these “motifs,” which become more complicated and interesting when placed in context alongside each other. The richness of Wollen’s approach is found in this, which makes meaning submerged in the minor works to come to the surface when juxtaposed with the clarity of the
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major works and reveals hidden corners in the major works via the same process.
Another interesting facet of Wollen’s version of the theory is that its structural approach
leaves the definition of author open. Therefore, one can use it to read films by the actors that appeared in them or their screenwriters, using the same methods. Therefore, Wollen’s theories are
the perfect way in which to read a text in which the authorship is disputed; in the case of The
Other Side of the Wind, it becomes a game of finding whether there are Welles motifs in the film,
and whether the film’s meaning become more interesting when considered in this context. The
question becomes not what Orson Welles did on The Other Side of the Wind but rather what do
Welles’s other films do the meaning of The Other Side of the Wind. Of the auteurists we’ve discussed, Wollen mentions Welles the least; he functions only as an example of a pre-auteur theory
auteur. (363) Because Wollen centralizes the so-called invisible auteur, 16 Welles’s artistry seems
to have little appeal aside from a few name-checks. The fact that Wollen relatively neglects
Welles means that version of the theory is easy to apply to him because it lacks the baggage of
historical precedent. In the next section of this paper, we’ll use Wollen’s theories (along with the
other auteurist theories previously discussed) to distill a composite image of Welles’s filmography in order to see if the motifs reappear in the released version of The Other Side of the Wind.

Wollen’s primary model is Howard Hawks, who didn’t write his own screenplays, and whose
diverse filmography proves a challenge to those attempting to locate overarching thematic concerns. Wollen would go on to write an entire book on Hawks.
16
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Part Three: What is “An Orson Welles Picture”?
We now will define, using the auteurist terminology established in the previous section, exactly what is meant by “an Orson Welles Picture.”17 The answer to this question is seemingly obvious: the films that Orson Welles wrote and directed. However, this question becomes vexed
when one attempts to define exactly “wrote and directed” means. For instance, Journey Into Fear
was co-written, produced, co-starred, and (purportedly) co-directed by Welles; does this litany of
credits make the film Welles’s or should we give it to Joseph Cotton, credited as a co-screenwriter, or to Norman Foster, long-time Welles confidant who would later co-star in The Other
Side of Wind. What about the case of Don Quixote, a decades in the making passion project left
unfinished at the time of Welles’s death that was edited to completion by Spanish exploitation
filmmaker and Welles hanger-on Jesús Franco. Does the completed version, whose history is not
dissimilar the way in which The Other Side of the Wind was finished, “count” as a Welles film?
This is not to suggest that creating a picture of an “Orson Welles Picture” is impossible or even
especially difficult, merely that every attempt is limited by the scope of Welles material and the
inherently conflicted nature of mainstream film because of its collaborative nature. By using the
auteurist criteria we established in the previous segment of this paper, however, we can tailor our
examination to fit the method established by Peter Wollen and prevent the scope expanding too
much. These auteurist analyses will be situated inside the larger field of Welles studies which
will place our study of Welles on the continuum of previous scholarship of Welles’s body of
work. With these two tools, we’ll be able to form a specific image of Welles’s films which will
then lead to deciphering whether or not the fragments that constitute the released The Other Side
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In the parlance of The Other Side of the Wind’s title card.
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of the Wind can be considered a Welles film.
Narrative Motifs: The “Great Man” and His Investigator
If the primary principle of all versions of the auteur theory is the idea that a director can express themselves via what is titled mise-en-scene (Cahiers du cinema), “inner meaning” (Andrew
Sarris), or motifs (Wollen), then it follows that the way we must start our auteurist reading of
Welles’s films is by identifying the connective tissue between the films. Citizen Kane is Welles’s
most famous film, which sits in the margins of each of his subsequent films; it established certain
themes, character details, and filmmaking techniques that Welles would return to and subvert
over the course of his career. It thereby warrants extracting these motifs and explicitly detailing
what they are. For the sake of organization, we’ll separate a discussion of these motifs into aesthetic, narrative, and thematic categories, describing the motif starting with Kane and then detailing the ways in which it recurred throughout his filmography. It is worth mentioning that
Welles’s specific approach to film often weds aesthetics to narrative, narrative to theme, and
theme back to aesthetic; because these categories are mixed together in the films themselves, our
analyses will necessarily also be sometimes mixed. Because narrative is perhaps the most accessible element of film, we’ll start there first.
Several of Kane’s narrative strategies would provide the narrative structures that propped up
Welles’s film on to The Other Side of the Wind. The most important of these can be found in the
interplay between the two characters are responsible for the momentum of the narrative, Charles
Foster Kane himself and Thompson, the reporter whose quest motivates the film. Kane represents a sort of structuring absence, a larger-than-life prism around which the other characters
bend. This kind of “great man” figure is a typical Wellesian gesture, the monolith/vacuum that
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forms the center of the film around which the other characters bend. The investigator type, as
represented by Thompson, is another typical formation, an audience-insert character whose investigation forms the backbone of the plot. The relationship between these two character types is
also present in several of Welles’s other films. The most direct and obvious parallel is found in
Mr. Arkadin, which similarly features an investigator character attempting to unravel the mystery
that defines the life of its larger-than-life titular character. Even Welles’s most anonymous film,
The Stranger, contains a character that fills this role: Welles’s villain Franz Kindler is paired with
Edward G. Robison’s Nazi hunter Wilson. These characters are present even in the films of
Welles that were adapted from pre-existing material; The Trail, for instance, lacks the largerthan-life character 18, but the investigation conducted by Joseph K that still structures the film’s
narrative. If Welles’s adaptations of Shakespeare seem anomalous in this regard, it is important
to note that the plays he gravitated toward either focused on a mythic male figure (Macbeth,
Othello, the unfinished The Merchant of Venice) or were reconfigured to center around the type
(Chimes at Midnight). The Immortal Story, which was adapted from a Karen Blixen story, takes
as central subject a powerful merchant played by Welles who attempts to reenact an erotic story
using his acquaintances. The film lacks an investigator character; this is what separates the adaptions from the original films that Welles made.
Just because these “great man” characters were often played by Welles himself doesn’t mean

18 At

least to the same extent as many of Welles’s other films. Welles’s character in The Trial,
Hastler, the lawyer, resembles the same character type gone to seed, a diminished figure that
commands authority and respect solely on the basis of his past influence. Fitting the deterioration
of the type, Hastler is a minor character in the sprawl of the narrative and doesn’t motivate the
plot in the way that Kane or Mr. Arkadin do in their films; instead, he becomes a minor facet in
the mystery Joseph K investigates.
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that the type would necessarily be played by him or even be a man at all. In The Lady from
Shanghai, Rita Hayworth’s character appears to be a fairly standard version of the femme fatale
archetype. However, when placed in the context of Welles’s other films, the fascination she inspires in Welles is less the standard trope of obsession that attends the noir genre but rather another variation on the Kane/Thompson relationship. Hayworth also functions, as do many of the
“great man” characters in Welles’s films, as the narrative center of the film. This narrative architecture also exists in Welles’s numerous unfinished projects, which demonstrates how important
it was to his sensibility. Luckily, given Welles’s fame and the sheer density of scholarship on his
career, his failed and unfinished projects are extremely well documented. We’ll start with the
screenplay of Heart of Darkness, Welles’s aborted first project in Hollywood which anticipates
the themes that would come to dominate his filmography. Marlowe and Kurtz are ur-examples of
these two character types, as the film would have followed Marlowe’s attempts to locate Kurtz in
the heart of Africa. Heart of Darkness also reflects the way in which narrative, aesthetic, and
theme overlap in Welles’s cinema. Though Marlowe would rarely appear on-screen19 , Welles intended to play both him and Kurtz himself (Rosenbaum, Discovering Orson Welles 35). The political theme of Welles’s adaptation is clear, that the colonial horror embodied by Kurtz is to be
found in Marlowe, and thereby, the film’s identification with him and the camera, the viewer as
well. This demonstrates the way Welles would fuse aesthetic, narrative, and theme together
across his filmography. Heart of Darkness is not the only unmade film in Welles’s career that
revolved around these archetypes. Welles’s decades-in-the-making Don Quixote also features

Welles intended the film to be shot in a first-person style, with camera replicating Marlowe’s
point-of-view.
19

33

these types. The pair of Sancho Panza and Don Quixote maps onto the one that typified Welles’s
career: the faded “great man” and the investigator who is drawn into his powerful if degraded
aura.
Expressionism and the Aesthetic of Investigation
Key to the interplay of these character types is that while the “great man” character motivates
the narrative of the films, the investigator motivates the film’s formal elements. Citizen Kane
again presents a pathway into a larger discussion, as the film’s flashback structure is motivated
by Thompson’s quest for the meaning of Kane’s final words. The opening sequence of the film,
the newsreel that introduces the viewer to Charles Foster Kane, is justified by virtue of Thompson’s getting background information on Kane’s life. Perhaps the film that most aligns with its
investigator character is The Trial, where the investigator character dominates the narrative. The
paranoiac mood of the film permeates throughout the mise-en-scene. Welles’s choice to shoot the
entire film using wide angles and medium and long shots highlights the way in which Joseph K
is both isolated from and surrounded by the society of surveillance in which he lives 20. This is
reinforced in the sets and locations of the film which oscillate between the brutalist apartment
block where Joseph K lives, the glass-and-steel modernism of the office space where he works,
and the traditionalist architecture of the court room, the church, and Hastler’s office. The way in
which these sets are dressed, simultaneously extremely cluttered and totally depersonalized, spaces function as physical manifestations of the Joseph K’s plight. At this point, it is important to
mention that Sarris’s identifies Welles as existing at the end of the evolutionary chain of German
The isolated feel is enhanced by the placement of Anthony Perkins, who plays Joseph K, in the
frame; he is always apart from the crowd. Even when he is immersed in it, he is being jostled and
harassed, always apart from them.
20
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expressionism (The American Cinema 78); Sarris’s commentary here is extremely apt, as the
form associated with German Expressionism (stylized sets, grotesque close-ups, and expressive
interplay between light and shadows) are found in almost every Welles picture. We’ll explore the
way in which Welles attaches expressionism to his investigator characters next.
The expressionism of Welles’s work, the melding of the formal style of the film and the emotional state of its characters, is often directly related to his investigator characters. Even something as extreme as the mirror sequence of Lady From Shanghai can find a logic that connects to
a desire to find filmic outlet for the emotions of the investigator. The film’s narrative ends with
this final puncturing of illusions, where Michael O’Hara’s 21 realization of the malignity of Rita
Hayworth’s character is externalized into this literal destruction of a series of funhouse mirrors.
The moody loneliness of the film’s final images, where O’Hara departs San Fransisco for parts
unknown, is a reflection of the character’s disillusionment. This sort of expressionism is even
found in Welles’s unfinished projects. Returning again to Welles’s Heart of Darkness script, the
radical aesthetic approach that would have defined that film featured the camera literally becoming the investigator character in that the entire film would have been shot from a first-person
point-of-view. This innovative approach to filmmaking demonstrates how Welles so closely associated the formal aspects of a film and the archetype that recurs again and again in his filmography. This avant-garde expressionist gesture of shooting would resurface in Welles’s career. The
semi-first-person way the newsreel sequence of Citizen Kane unfolds and in general the way the
film shoots Thompson in the corner of the frame, less a character than an arrow pointing the

The investigator character in the film, which bucks the trend of Welles’s films by being played
by Welles himself.
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viewer where to look, demonstrates the way in which Welles employs his aesthetic as a way to
externalize the character’s point of view and how he often aligned it with the camera itself.
Autobiography and Narratives of Impotence
As Andrew Sarris argues in his profile on Welles in The American Cinema, there is always a
touch of autobiography to the “great man” figures, even if Welles himself doesn’t portray them
(The American Cinema 79). Citizen Kane provides the template: there is an obvious pairing of
Kane’s meteoric rise mirroring Welles’s own youthful successes in Hollywood and the New York
Theater scene. There are more connections beyond this parallel. For instance, though exaggerated in the film Welles’s childhood, though not impoverished, focused around the small town of
Kenosha, Wisconsin similarly to the depiction of Kane’s childhood in Colorado (Callow, Orson
Welles: Volume One 3). Kane’s sojourn abroad before consolidating his power can be traced to
Welles’s adolescent trip to Ireland, which established his theatrical credentials and allowed him
to start his career in New York after returning (98-111). These sorts of autobiographical touches
resound throughout Welles’s career. Gregory Arkadin in Mr. Arkadin, though based in part on
infamous European arms dealer Basil Zaharoff, resembles aspects of Welles’s globe-trotting
post-Macbeth days (Callow, Orson Welles: Volume 3 114). The fact that Arkadin seemingly lacks
a nationality but has decamped in a Spanish castle reflects Welles’s own post-American love affair with Spain22 and his residence in a Spanish chateau for most of the 1950s (143-150).
The style of documentary that Welles pioneered at the end of his career is the ultimate
demonstration of the alignment of Welles with these figures because Welles himself has become
Welles shot, or attempted to shoot, a number of films and television programs in Spain, the
most famous of which is the never-finished, decades spanning, multiple co-star outlasting Don
Quixote. Chimes at Midnight and portions of Othello were also filmed in Spain.
22
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the sort of “great man” he always depicted. If F for Fake appears to deviate from this, it is because Welles’s appearance in the film fuses together the “great man” and the investigator archetypes. He functions as the driver of the film’s aesthetic and partially the subject of its probing
investigation. The film externalizes this duality in the non-fiction story that serves as its putative
center: the art forger Elmyr de Hory and his biographer Clifford Irving. At first it appears as
though these two men function as a typical Orson Welles pair. The film adds a twist to this by
revealing that Irving himself forged a memoir of Howard Hughs. Welles’s own admission in F
for Fake that Citizen Kane is a fictionalized biography of William Randolph Hearst and Howard
Hughes adds an autobiographical dimension. Filming Othello also follows this convergence as
Welles is both the “great man” at the center of the film and the investigator who prompts himself
to regale the assembled audience with the story of the making of Othello. The central image of F
for Fake, Welles seated at an editing bay, is repeated here. The self-reflexive autobiographical
edge that makes these films innovative in the context of Welles’s career points the way to one of
the great themes of his career, authorship and the inability of authors, even “great men,” to have
total control over their own destinies.
The self-reflexive streak in Welles’s films manifests thematically in the way in which they
foreground the failure of his larger-than-life characters to author the worlds around them. This
theme essentially stretches across all of his films, however it receives sublimated outlet in the
earlier works. One of the benefits of doing an auteurist reading of Welles is the fact that this
theme becomes more explicit in his later films and allows one to go back and read the earlier
films for traces of it. To return to Citizen Kane then, we find that the theme of the movie can be
read as a discourse on the failure of even the most powerful of men to maintain control over the
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world around them. The film’s famous narrative crux, the search for the meaning of Rosebud,
can be read as both the tragic gesture of Kane’s inability to make sense of his own loneliness and
failures by falling back on an easy psychological narrative. It also functions as a symbol that
suggests any single line of inquiry is inadequate to the task of analyzing a story. The burning of
Rosebud that ends the film suggests that the only truth is prolix and multi-faceted; this stands in
direct opposition to Kane’s own understanding of his life, as suggested by the opening moments
of the film. Mr. Arkadin, which is, as we’ve suggested earlier, the film of Welles’s that most resembles Citizen Kane, adapts a similar theme, using an interlocking series of stories to disrupt
the narrative that Arkadin has constructed around himself. Once again the theme is that the truth
can only be discerned through multiple viewpoints, which stands in contrast to the character’s
desire to shield his daughter from the evil in his own personality that Arkadin suggests is the motivation for his actions. The suicide via plane crash which ends the film is a repetition of the fire
at the end of Kane, that burns the sled which would have provided the information about Rosebud. In both cases the destruction of a unifying nexus of meaning is burned to demonstrate the
foolishness and tragedy in its creator’s belief in it.
Thematic Motifs: Narratives of Authorship
Complimenting this interest in egocentric delusion, narratives of duplicity and false information recur over the course of Welles’s oeuvre. Though similar to the narratives of delusion described above, these plots provide a distinct strand in the director’s career. The cycle of noir23

Though it should be noted that almost every one of Welles’s films contains a trace of noir. Sarris’s positioning of Welles as the evolution of the American version of German Expressionism is
correct in so much as the Noir genre absorbed much of the play of light and shadows, and general narrative darkness, that typified that artistic movement.
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films Welles directed, The Lady from Shanghai, The Stranger, and Touch of Evil, provide easiest
access to this theme. The films are built upon a foundation of misdirects and criminal plots, their
protagonists trapped in a maze of misinformation. These films are all predicated on an disintegration of a duplicitous plot, be it the bombing plot and Quinlan’s falsified evidence in Touch of Evil
or Michael O’Hara’s entrapment in Rita Hayworth’s conspiratorial web in Lady from Shanghai
or Wilson’s attempts to unravel Charles Rankin’s Nazi identity in The Stranger. As with the end
of Citizen Kane, the revelation of the “truth” that occurs at the end of the film leaves the investigator character, and therefore the audience, unsatisfied and disillusioned. A microcosm of this
affect can be found in the aforementioned final shot of The Lady from Shangai, with O’Hara disabused of his romanticism but alienated and utterly alone. One could argue that these themes are
noir thematic convention instead of a Welles motif; this impression is disproven because this interest in falsehoods extends beyond the noir cycle. The fact that Welles chose to adapt Othello
and Macbeth points to how central this theme is to his cinema, as the narrative of both of these
plays find lies and misinformation at their roots.24 Welles’s other two adaptations, The Trial and
The Immortal Story, feature this thematicization of misinformation as well, though they approach
the theme in different ways. The Trial is centered around Joseph K’s attempt to dispel the false
narrative of guilt that seems to have pervaded the very landscape around him. Though the film
ends on a similar note of alienation, what separates it from Welles’s noir cycle is that the misinformation that drives the narrative is never unraveled by the protagonist. In keeping with this

24 As

is the play that cemented Welles’s reputation in the theatrical world, Julius Caesar, whose
main character, Brutus, is brought into the plot to murder Caesar by information deliberately
skewed by Cassius to ensure his participation and eventually destroyed by Marc Antony’s ability
to spin a compelling narrative about Caesar’s death.
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downbeat narrative, the film ends, quite unlike the noirs, with Joseph K’s death, the ultimate gesture of his alienation from society. The narrative of The Immortal Story is centered on the futile
attempt by Welles’s merchant Klay to bring into “reality” an old fisher’s story; the fact that he
dies before he can see the fruition of his scheme points to the somewhat unique place that the
film occupies in his filmography. The fact that both of these adaptions center around concocted
schemes demonstrate the centrality of this themes in Welles’s cinema.
In addition to appearing in the narrative of these films, the theme of misinformation and false
narrative finds expression in the aesthetic as well. The Trial functions as a gateway to examining
this aesthetic. If the expressionism that functions as Welles’s dominate aesthetic mode is present
here as well, it works to aestheticize the theme. The paranoiac mood of The Trial functions as a
reflection of the narrative of guilt and suspicion that has come to attend Joseph K. In addition to
expressing the character’s situation as discussed earlier in the paper, the form of the film encourages the viewer to see Joseph K through the lens of false narrative. This aesthetic dimension
would become more and more crucial to Welles’s cinema at the end of his career. F for Fake is
especially instructive in this regard because the aesthetic dimensions of the storytelling theme
provide the film its structure. As with the earlier films, the investigator character, in this case
Welles playing himself, motivates the film’s aesthetic; what makes it unique among Welles’s
films is that the theme of storytelling itself also justifies its form. Especially in the portion of the
film devoted to examining the life of Elmyr de Hory, the predominate image of F for Fake is
Welles seated at an editing bay, ready to queue up the next segment or offering commentary on
what the viewer has just witnessed. In this way, F for Fake, and its immediate follow-up/continuation Filming Othello, fulfills the promise of Astruc’s camera-stylo by literally positioning
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Welles as a writer, the conjurer and the creator of the images and sounds of the film the viewer is
watching. Though the film has a nominally narrative arc, the true center of the film is Welles
himself, as a storyteller and a magician. In this way, F for Fake places Welles’s films in direct
relation to the legacy of the auteur theory, identifying the way his thematic interest in storytelling
can be read as a gloss on the ability to impose meaning on film itself. F for Fake functions as a
direct conduit to Welles’s interest in authorship and therefore reading it in depth reveals a central
tenet one of the key themes of his filmography.
F for Fake’s documentary portion revolves around Elmyr de Hory and Clifford Irving, both
of whom made a living as forgers. Elmyr de Hory’s claim to fame was that he could make paintings that were so close to the style of a famous artist that they were mistaken for the original. Irving became infamous after it was revealed that a memoir that Howard Hughes had supposedly
dictated to him was in fact a forgery. What interests Welles in these two figures becomes evident
in a section of the film that seemingly digresses from this central thread to discourse on the unknown authorship of the Chartres Cathedral. This sequence essentially positions Welles as a film
theorist and offers up his own version of the auteur theory; he displaces his own views toward
film onto architecture. What this sequence suggests is that film authorship to Welles is less important than the works themselves. This is reflected in the admiration evident in Welles’s commentary on Elmyr De Hory, who is another artist who cannot place his signature on the works he
produces because they were forged. There is a certain irony inherent in Welles propagating this
viewpoint, given the very evident quality of the film’s authorship and the fact that Welles, as explored in the first section of this paper, was held up by the Cahiers critics and Andrew Sarris the
platonic ideal of an auteur. This aura of irony, however, does not discount the fact that his state-
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ment is not worth examining at face value. That Welles’s point of view on art and on his own
films allows one to escape the restrictive boundaries of biographically oriented criticism. By valorizing the idea of an artist who is detached from his or her work, Welles places himself in
alignment with Peter Wollen’s “structuralist” auteur; as with the Charters Cathedral, what matters
is less the person who made it than the work itself. Artistry is almost a self-evident concept to
Welles, which suggests that his films almost demand to be read according to such an approach.
Expressionism and Meta-spectales
As we’ve identified, the formal qualities of Welles’s work often gesture toward the expressionist. What remains is to detail the specific ways in which this impulse guides Welles’s films
and what about them makes them unique to Welles’s artistic imprint. Perhaps the most remarked
upon feature of Welles’s ouvre is the fact that he often employs, due to his collaboration with enterprising cinematographer Greg Tolland on Citizen Kane, extreme deep focus. What separates
this from mere technical innovation is that Welles uses this effect to expressionist ends. Contrary
to Bazin’s reading of deep focus, which we discussed earlier, as a simple act of cinematic realism, Welles puts this technique to both narrative and thematic ends; a moment from Citizen Kane
is exemplary in this regard: the first flashback sequence, which is prompted by Thompson reading Thatcher’s manuscript about Kane’s childhood. The sequence conveys the idyllic, nostalgic
way that Kane views his childhood and also contrasts this idealism with the dire circumstances
that caused his parents to give him up. The shot in which Thompson convinces Kane’s mother
and father to allow him to take Kane under his wing conveys this double usage through the employment of deep focus, aided by its audio design. Present under negotiations between Kane’s
parents and Thatcher for Kane’s stewardship and the oil that has been found his parent’s land is
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the noise of Kane happily playing in the snow outside. The fact that his parents are disregarding
the child Kane’s desires is conveyed visually by the deep focus which externalizes this barrier
between them in the physical wall of the house that separates them. The fact that the use of deep
focus allows the viewer to see the snowfall through the window on the wall heightens the fact
that this a sequence of deep nostalgia for Kane. There is a visual match between the snowfall
outside the window and the snow in the snow globe which breaks in the opening sequence of the
film. This match allows the viewer to see the way Kane viewed the memory of his childhood
from his death bed: frozen in amber, an unchanging landscape of tragedy. The deep focus of the
scene is therefore not to be taken as a representation of “real life” but rather as another example
of the way Kane uses his childhood to tell himself the narrative of his own life. By using deep
focus to call attention to the fact that these images are memories and do not represent reality but
rather Kane’s nostalgic version of it, Welles puts what is seemingly and oft-misidentified as a
device of cinematic realism to an expressionist end.
This expressionist deep focus is predictive of the way the technique functions in Welles’s
other films. A key example can be found in The Trial, which uses deep focus in a similarly ironic, non-naturalistic way. An examination of a key sequence of the film demonstrates to what end
Welles uses deep focus. The scene where Joseph K goes to his workspace the after first learning
that he has been accused of an unspecified crime exemplifies the way it is used in the film in
general. The uniformity of the set, rows upon rows of desks manned by office workers dressed in
identical garb, stands in direct contrast to Joseph K, a foreign body intruding into this perfect
system. The openness of the office space functions is a negative space in which Perkins projects
a feeling of paranoid conspiracy. This is heightened by the way Welles shoots the space, with ex-
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treme long shots that fill the frame with these details. The space’s openness is violently contrasted against the brutal police interrogation sequence that takes place in one of the workspace’s
storage rooms. The claustrophobia of the storage room comes to occupy the entirety of that office space after this sequence, which represents a bursting forth of Joseph K’s paranoia in “the
real world.” In this way, deep focus is again put to an anti-naturalist use.
Another example of deep focus functioning in this manner is found in opening sequence of
Touch of Evil. The sequence follows an attempted car bombing against the main character, Vargas, in one long tracking shot. The function of the scene at first glance is similar to a Hitchcockian suspense set piece, but it also works to introduce the film’s world and the moral vacuum at
the center of it. This is externalized in the film’s stylized usage of black and white, deep focus
photography. The inky black sky which hovers in the background of the sequence and the long
shadows cast by streetlights which puncture the over-lit netherworld are a pictorial representation
of the moral blackness that defines the film. The deep focus photography adds to the affect; by
giving the appearance of a simulacrum of reality, the unreality of the lighting allows the bombing
plot which plays over it to seem as if it stands in for the border town as a whole. In short, this
sequence is a summation in the form of a prologue, an overture that contains the film in theme
and narrative in miniature, which is accomplished with the subversion of reality that accompanies Welles’s deep focus.
The subversion of the intended effect of deep focus, ironic because of the increased image
clarity of the image would suggest a heightened sense of realism, is matched by another technique Welles often employs: the incorporation of documentary and documentary-like techniques
into fiction films. The “News on the March” sequence, a newsreel that incorporates actual docu-
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mentary footage to introduce the life of Charles Foster Kane, that opens Citizen Kane functions
similarly to the tracking shot in Touch of Evil in that it presents the world of the film in microcosm. This technique serves a different purpose from the expressionism of the deep focus photography, however. It works to disrupt the diegesis of the film by positioning the images as something being watched by an audience inside the film itself. In this way, the documentary sequences function as a Brechtian device in Welles’s films, gesturing to the fact that the films that
contain them are also deliberately constructed objects. By mixing footage of Welles as Kane with
footage taken from real life, Welles calls attention to the fact that what is on screen is a manipulated image as opposed to something taken directly from the real world. Another example is
found in The Stranger, where footage of the Nazi death camps is inserted into the film as an object that the characters watch. Much like the insertion of documentary footage transgresses the
norms of the fiction film and forces the viewer to confront the fact the “reality” that the film is
fiction, so too does the footage of the concentration camps puncture the fiction of the false persona of film’s villain and allow the film’s heroine to access the truth that he is a Nazi saboteur.
In this way, Welles’s uses of this device presents a parallel between the narrative and the theme.
Though insertion of documentary footage would only (until The Other Side of the Wind) recur in
these two films, another Brechtian device would serve a similar purpose in the other films.
Though Welles’s next features would eschew the use of documentary footage, they would
often include moments of explicitly constructed spectacle that similarly function as Brechtian
alienation devices. A prime example is located in Citizen Kane, which Welles puts to political
ends. In a quite famous sequence, Charles Foster Kane gives a demagogic speech intended to
sway public opinion against his machine politician opponent. The newsreel that opens the film
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preempts this sequence by associating Kane with Hitler, planting a seed which blooms durning
the speech sequence. The implication therefore is that this filmic spectacle has the ability to be
misused to fascistic political ends. Therefore, these spectacle sequences work to reveal the underlying apparatuses of Hollywood filmmaking. This impulse also finds expression in the countless,
as dissected above, storytelling narratives that percolate through the body of his career. Indeed,
the spectacle sequences are often intertwined with these narratives. The Citizen Kane example
works here, in that Kane is attempting to convince himself more than anyone else of his self-narrative as a “great man” and champion of the people. This impotence finds visual expression in
the huge banner of Kane’s profile that hangs behind him as he gives his speech. Another example
this kind of self-conscious spectacle is found in The Lady from Shanghai, which includes two
moments of self-conscious spectacle: the lengthy trial sequence and the sequence that take place
at Chinese opera. Lady from Shanghai also dovetails its spectacle with of the criminal plot that
provides the film’s narrative structure. The spectacle of the trial is a key component of Rita
Hayworth’s web of conspiracy which draws all the characters into it by making it as showy as
possible. The distraction of the Chinese opera, too, allows Hayworth’s character to deceive the
protagonist into believing her innocence. In this way, Brechtian spectacle forms a key patch in
the quilt that is Welles’s personal style. As expounded upon above, the expressionist and Brechtian tendency of Welles’s cinema fits him into the definition of the auteur as promulgated by the
Cahiers du Cinema critics and Andrew Sarris because his personality is most evident in the miseen-scene of these films. By determining these facets as being the crucial touch of Welles’s personal style, we can then move on to examining the forms that these qualities take in The Other
Side of the Wind if they exist at all.
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Part Four: The Other Side of the Wind and the Phantom of Authorship
What remains, now, is to take the composite image of an Orson Welles film and superimpose
it over the The Other Side of the Wind. In keeping with our use of Peter Wollen’s structural auteurism, this is the only way to determine whether or not the film can be considered “An Orson
Welles Picture.” Following the model developed in the previous section, we will dissect The
Other Side of the Wind along the aesthetic, thematic, and narrative axes of the film. As we will
see, the question of authorship remains a sentence that remains without punctuation. However,
the fact that The Other Side of the Wind functions as a prism through which so much about
Welles’s filmography can be gleaned points to yet another way in which the auteur theory can be
employed. By employing Wollen’s critical technique, the emphasis shifts from stripping the films
down to find some fragment of “inner meaning” to examining how the context of Welles’s other
films draws the specifically Wellesian qualities to the surface. By using this method of auteurism
dissection, we will see that The Other Side of the Wind indeed functions as a crystallization of the
preoccupations that formed the dominate mood of Welles’s cinema as whole.
Archetypes and Autobiography
To start as we did in the previous section, The Other Side of the Wind is centered around a
“great man” character. Fitting the fact that “great men” in the essay films Welles made in proximity of The Other Side of the Wind were Welles himself, the figure in this film is an Old Hollywood director attempting to make a comeback film in the atmosphere of New Hollywood. The
fact that The Other Side of the Wind was also intended to be Welles’s Hollywood comeback film
points to the essentially self-reflective nature of the film. What separates The Other Side of the
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Wind from the self-insertion of F for Fake and Filming Othello is that the director, named Jake
Hannaford, is a cracked mirror, taking equal parts Welles’s own life and that of the actor who
portrayed him, John Huston. A capsule biography of Hannaford obscures the fact that Welles
melds his persona with Huston’s, mirroring the blending of his personality and William Randolph Hearst in Citizen Kane. Welles’s biography aligns with Hannaford’s insomuch as he was
also a washed-up former superstar director attempting to mount his comeback film with the help
of his protege. It diverts in other ways, however. An important strand of Hannaford’s character is
that he lived in the shadow of his actor father, Junius. This parallels Huston’s own relationship
with his father Walter Huston, who was a famous actor in his own right. This seems an obvious
case of Huston’s biographical material aligning with the character, the point is confused when the
fact that Junius’s suicide motivates much of Hannaford’s actions. As per Simon Callow’s biography of Welles, Welles’s father essentially drank himself after Welles sent him a letter announcing
that he was cutting off contact (Orson Welles: Volume 1 59-63). Welles viewed his father’s death
as a suicide and himself as responsible for inspiring it. 25
In this way, Hannaford represents an apotheosis of Welles’s obsession with these “great
men.” In iterations of the “great man” character that Welles himself plays, the line between the
viewer’s perception of Welles’s real life and the character he is playing is blurred in a way that
sometimes muddles their thematic points. This is because Welles himself tends to make these
roles overly charismatic. This has led to such misreadings as, in Cahiers du Cinema, Luc Moullet
This is not the first of Welles’s artistic works to be inspired by his father’s death. His early and
unproduced play Bright Lucifer, as related in James Naremore’s The Magic World of Orson
Welles, contains a demonic child character who provokes the deaths of his two father figures; the
parallels between Welles’s own guilt regarding his father’s death and the play are obvious
(Naremore The Magic World 22-26).
25
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identifying Welles as a fascist in that he “repudiates Quinlan, but he is Quinlan” (Moullet 146).
The slipperiness of the boundary between character and filmmaker/actor makes the renegade cop
appealing, in Moullet’s eyes. Contrary to Moullet’s reading, however, is the presence of Welles’s
script for Heart of Darkness, which makes the boundary between himself, the camera, and the
antagonist part of its satiric point. As Welles scholar James Naremore writes, the confusion between Welles and the fascist Kurtz “underlined the theme of manipulation and demagogic deception that was central to the story” (Naremore, The Magic World 39). The Other Side of the Wind
likewise makes productive use of this ambiguity, because Hannaford and his circumstances are
so obviously modeled on Welles, the terms of the character are so totally confused between autobiography and fiction that the viewer can’t help but be distanced from the character and the
unreality of his creation. In displacing himself onto Huston and Hannaford, Welles rejuvenates
his familiar character with a Brechtian affect straight from one of his spectacle sequences.
Much like Welles’s other films, The Other Side of the Wind situates its “great man” as the
center around which the remaining characters turn. The difference between this film and the others is that the other characters in the film also mix reality and fiction to an unsettling degree. A
notable example of this quality can be found in the character played by Peter Bogdanovich,
Brooks Otterlake. Otterlake has a relationship to Hannaford much like Welles’s own with Bogdanovich in that he is part protegee, part surrogate son, and part booster who promotes his mentor’s work. The film depicts this relationship as fraught and in a state of decay. Welles lived with
Bogdanovich for part of the film’s production. Their relationship deteriorated to the point where
Bogdanovich eventually expelled Welles from his home in 1975after an argument about money
regarding Bogdanovich’s film Nickelodeon (Karp 207). This fractious relationship is articulated
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through the bitter patter between Hannaford and Otterlake where the older man is totally dependent yet scornful of Otterlake. Another way in which the film mirrors Welles and Bogdanovich’s
real relationship is that Otterlake is putatively writing a book of interviews with Hannaford
which seems like it will never be finished. This is a parallel to Bogdanovich’s real-life decadesin-the-works book of Welles interviews that was in progress during The Other Side of the Wind’s
production called This Is Orson Welles, which was finally published in 1992. In keeping with the
film’s dance of artificial, even this seemingly direct translation of Welles’s real relationships is
vexed; as James Naremore points out, a reference to Otterlake’s family owning “‘half the trees in
Canada’ (…) applies more to the wealthy Henry Jaglom than to Bogdanovich” (Naremore, “The
Death” 12) In this way, the other characters of The Other Side of the Wind help to heighten the
film’s uneasy mixture of reality and fiction.
The self-reflectivity extends beyond this archetype, however, in ways that separate the film
from Welles’s body of work. As detailed in the previous section, this “great man” is often paired
with a counterpart who fulfills the investigator archetype established by Thompson in Citizen
Kane. What shows The Other Side of the Wind as an evolution of Welles’s usual structure is that
the investigator type has been displaced onto a crowd of photographers, paparazzi, and hangerson. Some of these characters receive more detail than others, like the Pauline Kael stand-in Juliette Riche (Susan Strasberg) who is determined to unravel the mystery of Hannaford’s relationship to his young male actors. But the majority of these voyeurs are essentially anonymous, faces
and flashing camera bulbs at the most. If the investigator character in Welles’s films functions as
something of an audience insert, the The Other Side of the Wind pushes this tendency to a height
heretofore unseen. If Thompson in Citizen Kane has an existence apart from the viewer, the

50

nameless investigator characters are often presented solely as a camera angle inserted into the
diegesis of the film. In this way, The Other Side of the Wind presents an interesting variation on
these essentially Wellesian character constructions that takes the expressionist tendency to
project the investigator character into the aesthetic to its logical endpoint. It makes these characters literal responsible for the aesthetic of the film itself. In this way, the film again resembles
Welles’s unfinished script for Heart of Darkness, suggesting that the film is a culmination of all
the ideas and styles Welles flirted with over the course of his career.
Wellesian Narratives in The Other Side of the Wind
The narrative is another variation on the pattern of investigation that provides the narrative
structure of most of Welles’s films. The film is loosely about the last night of Hannaford’s life,
recounting and implying the history of his life by delivering it in fragments of overheard conversations at a prolonged party sequence at Hannaford’s house. This sequence is intercut with a parallel narrative, where the head of the unnamed studio at which Hannaford’s last film was shot,
also titled The Other Side of the Wind, watches the footage of the film that has been shot so far
with a confidante of Hannaford’s, played by Norman Foster.26 The film culminates with Hannaford’s mysterious death (a possible suicide) at a drive-in theater that was to premiere the
footage of The Other Side of the Wind. This death occurs after information about his affairs with
his leading men comes to light. Much like Citizen Kane, the film opens with the “great man”
character’s death and then flashes back to examine the events that lead up to it. Unlike that earlier film, which allows viewers a privileged moment with Kane before his death, The Other Side of

Who was a real life friend of Welles who, as mentioned in the previous section, directed him in
Journey into Fear.
26
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the Wind opens with narration from Brooks Otterlake. As in Kane post-prologue, the only images
the viewer sees of Hannaford are mediated in some way. The Other Side of the Wind therefore
represents an evolution of this Wellesian narrative pattern, most evident in Kane and Mr.
Arkadin. It doesn’t present its narrative as a series of flashbacks or stories. Instead, after this
opening sequence set in “the present day” (e.g. the time when the viewer is watching the film),
the film unfolds in the present tense. In place of these narrated flashbacks is a constantly shifting
point-of-view that overhears narrative information instead of being directly told it.
The Other Side of the Wind therefore makes this narrative structure the basic unit of its aesthetic. Every important event that occurs in the narrative is rendered under an explicitly
voyeuristic gaze, a glimpse stolen through a keyhole. If the predominate image of F for Fake and
Filming Othello is of Welles sitting at an editing booth, suggesting that the creation of film was
to be found in splicing together images, the most common image of The Other Side of the Wind
is rather a handheld camera positioned on the shoulder of an anonymous onlooker. The frantic
editing pattern the film adapts as one of its two aesthetic modes is an attempt to translate this
perspective into cinematic language. The shifting quality of film stock and aspect ratio functions
as another way to adapt this perspective as an expressionist technique. The overwhelming quality
of seeing so many different styles mixed together is used to express claustrophobia that has become a central quality of Hannaford’s life. If the film appears more experimental than Welles’s
other narrative films on first blush, this is because the aesthetic assault of these extremely fluid
shots is a violation of the classical style that Welles pioneered. In reality, it functions much like
the deep focus photography in The Trial or the tracking shot that opens Touch of Evil in that it
translates the feelings of its central characters into its pointillist patchwork of style. It also func-

52

tions as the ultimate expression of the impulse toward documentary that features in such films as
Citizen Kane and The Stranger. Instead of the unvarnished reality that documentary claimed to
present, however, the direct cinema style shots that define the film are always identified as coming from a single source in the film itself. In keeping with the use of documentary footage in earlier films, the fact that The Other Side of the Wind mediates between reality and the world of the
film is never far from the mind of the viewer. This affect is increased by the other major aesthetic
mood of the film, that of Hannaford’s The Other Side of the Wind, what we’ll examine next.
The Two The Other Side of the Winds and the Authorship Debate
The Other Side of the Wind also includes a filmic-reality puncturing film-within-a-film,
which is likewise entitled The Other Side of the Wind. This second The Other Side of the Wind
functions much like the films-within-films of Citizen Kane and The Stranger, only the aesthetic
polarity of those films has been reversed. Those earlier films used documentary footage as an
intrusion into the fundamentals of narrative filmmaking; because The Other Side of the Wind
takes a documentary aesthetic as its dominant mood, the intrusive footage instead takes the form
of a parody of the arty style of New Hollywood. The usage of such different styles in such proximity works to force the viewer to see the reality and unreality in both. The way the film-withinthe-film is presented is instructive in this regard. Instead of receiving the images of the second
The Other Side of the Wind free from mediation, the viewer is introduced to the film-within-thefilm via the perspective of the studio head and one of Hannaford’s confidantes. The image that is
recalled to a viewer familiar with Welles’s filmography is the reporters watching the newsreel at
the beginning of Citizen Kane; The Other Side of the Wind uses this affect similarly, as demonstration of the fact that there is no image in film that has not been mediated in some way. This is
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not the only way The Other Side of the Wind points to the way in which its images are constructed, however. An important sequence of the film-within-the-film has Hannaford’s offscreen direction shape the events of the film itself. In this way, Welles’s interest in the film authorship debate
present in F for Fake receives articulation here. Contrary to the anonymous ideal that defines authorship in F for Fake, Hannaford’s authorship over the film is never in doubt. In fact, he almost
accidentally leaves his imprint on the film material.
The sequence where Hannaford browbeats John Dale (the lead actor in the film-within-thefilm) during one of the sex scenes points to this theme; the suggestion is that this overbearing
direction is directly responsible for the content of the rushes. Instead of the appreciation of the
Chartres Cathedral in F for Fake, Welles seems to view it as almost impossible to separate the art
from the artist. The intentionally pretentious style of the second The Other Side of the Wind functions as an analogue to the classical Hollywood style in that it seems an almost mechanical replication of certain genre codes and less of an individual expression. That Hannaford’s personality
seems to leak into the movie anyway suggests that Welles is establishing a parallel between himself and this fictional director, complimented by the autobiographical flourishes that accompany
his character. This suggests that Welles viewed his films, even the most mercenary Hollywood
films he made27, as intensely personal gestures. However, this is not the only thing the film has
to say on the authorship debate; by framing the second The Other Side of the Wind as a mystery
that essentially doesn’t have an answer, Welles is suggesting that even if his personality imprints
on the films that he made, the person ultimately responsible for the meaning of the film is the
Such as Lady from Shanghai and The Stranger, both of which were conceived as proof that he
could complete a film on time and under budget (Callow, Orson Welles: Volume 2 347-349; 267269).
27
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viewer. This is most evident by the ending of the film, which dovetails Hannaford’s death with
the projection of his The Other Side of the Wind. In this sense, Welles is literalizing Barthes’s arguments in “The Death of the Author” in that Hannaford has to die before the film can be seen
by the various members of the film’s cast. The prologue of the film, where Otterlake calls the
images of the film “a reconstruction,” gestures towards this fact. In this way, The Other Side of
the Wind reflects the ambiguities of its own reception, suggesting that authorship and meaning is
something that is created in the text by a push-and-pull between the viewer and the implications
of the film materials.
The film-within-the-film, too, continues Welles’s interest in Brechtian spectacle sequences.
The car sex scene between John Dale and Oja Kodar’s unnamed character functions similarly to
spectacle sequences of the previous films. Much like the Chinese Opera scene in Lady From
Shanghai or Kane’s political speech in Citizen Kane, Welles’s approach subverts the spectacle by
both drawing the viewer into its emotional affect and revealing its deliberate construction. It
most resembles the battle sequences in Chimes at Midnight, which are enthralling but appear incongruous in the context of the film’s origin in the highly artificial construction of Shakespeare’s
language. By placing these two elements in conversation, Welles points to the realities of combat
and power that come at a remove because of Shakespeare’s language and theatrical context. It is
undeniable that the sex scene, with its overwhelming, op-art influenced dance of flashing color
and fluid bodies, is involving as much as any of the other spectacle sequences in Welles’s films.
What makes it remarkable is that Welles explicitly identifies it as a product of the film production apparatus in a more explicit manner than any of his other films. After drawing the viewer
into the spectacle, Welles works to push them away from its power by inserting two Brechtian
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devices into the film. Much as the play of highly constructed language and brutal violence works
to crack the barrier between Shakespeare and reality, the play between the documentary posture
of the majority of the film and art film style that defines the second The Other Side of the Wind
reveals each to be the product of a fictionalizing process.
The sequences in the film where the head of the studio28 and Hannaford’s confidant Billy
Boyle watch Hannaford’s The Other Side of the Wind are crucial in this regard, because they
demonstrate the ways in which the content of what is seen on screen is the product of many
compromises with producers who are only interested in film as product. In this way, the viewer is
confronted with the reality of what goes into the production of a film in the Hollywood system,
and by exposing the men behind the curtain, Welles calls attention to the fact that his own films,
as atypical as they might be, went through a similar process before release. The second device is
that the scenes from Hannaford’s film that the viewer is given access to include voiceover of
Hannaford directing them; if key to the film-within-the-film, and also the European art film style
that it parodies, is the mystique of art objects, what the film does is demystify the filmmaking
process, by showing the ways in which the images that the viewer sees are specifically constructed by Hannaford, his collaborators, and the demands of the producers. Welles works to force the
viewer, a la F for Fake, to confront the ways in which the images of The Other Side of the Wind
itself were constructed. In this way, The Other Side of the Wind contains many of the preoccupations and aesthetic flourishes that were present over the course of Welles’s entire career and by
this metric can indeed be considered “An Orson Welles Picture.”

Whose sunglasses, relative youth, and demeanor make him a double for Robert Evans, then
head of Paramount’s production department.
28
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Part Five: Conclusion
As we’ve demonstrated, by using Peter Wollen’s structural auteurism, it is more than possible
to read The Other Side of the Wind as an Orson Welles film in that it contains several of the dominate “motifs” that recur over the course of Welles’s career. Reading it this way helps to illuminate aspects of Welles’s “last” film that may have otherwise gone unremarked. However, it is
worth discussing the way in which the completion of this film resurrects the idea of economic
auteurism that propelled the early days of film-as-art. One of the reasons that The Other Side of
the Wind took so long to finish is that Oja Kodar, Peter Bogdanovich, and company lacked the
funds to hire an editor to shift through the miles of film that Welles had shot before his death.
The production initially sought financial support through crowdfunding and after that reservoir
of money was extinguished, the producers turned to Netflix for the funds and the distribution
platform to push the film to the finish line. What makes The Other Side of the Wind a fascinating
example of auteurism in action, then, is that it was finished for much the same reason that Welles
was brought to Hollywood in the first place, to bring prestige to the studio that produced it with
Netflix being the present day RKO. 29 This is made clear in the temporal context in which it was
released. Examining the slate of releases that Netflix put out around the same time as The Other
Side of the Wind, one is struck by the large number of auteur films that accompanied its release in
November 2018. These films include the Coen Brothers’ The Ballad of Buster Scruggs, Paul
Greengrass’s 22 July, and, most importantly, Alfonso Cuarón’s Roma, which resulted in the company finally winning an Oscar for one of their feature films. The release of The Other Side of
Wind alongside this slate of auteur-heavy cinema indicates the way in which Netflix reflects this

29

The studio that produced Citizen Kane and The Magnificent Ambersons.
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model of economic auteurism. Alongside these prestigious releases, there is a glut of more commercially minded pictures such as David Ayer’s Bright, Susanne Bier’s Bird Box, or the large
number of Adam Sandler comedies Netflix pumps out. This model reached its apotheosis in 2019
with the twin mega productions of Martin Scorsese’s The Irishman and Michael Bay’s 6 Underground, both of which had budgets that exceed 150 million dollars, indicating the equal importance that each had to company. All of this resembles the atmosphere in which Citizen Kane was
released, where it, a more serious, prestigious film, was balanced in RKO’s slate with a number
of profitable horror films. In this way The Other Side of the Wind makes a neat arc of Welles’s
career, bringing the way that his films functioned within Classic Hollywood full circle, a corporation funding the production of an art film to gilt its name a little bit.
It is also important to note that Welles’s authorship of the film has been a matter of debate
beyond the standard auteurist questions because Welles died before he could finish editing it. It
has been alleged by Johnathan Rosenbaum that Oja Kodar, who co-wrote the film with Welles,
should possibly be credited as a co-director and was solely responsible for the direction for several key sequences including the car sex scene described above. (“Jonathan Rosenbaum, Filip
Jan Rymsza”) There is undoubtably an element of truth that Kodar had a great deal of influence
on the creation of the scene. Her impact on Welles’s work can be found in the focus on eroticism
that came to define his films after the start of their relationship. Her authorial voice can especially be felt in F for Fake, on which she is also a credited co-writer and which has two sequences
that revolve around the erotic (McBride, Orson Welles 183). This claim has been rebutted by the
Welles Scholar and minor The Other Side of the Wind player Joseph McBride in an article titled
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“Pauline Kael Rides Again!: The Authorship of ‘The Other Side of the Wind.’”30 McBride relies
on his own experience with the filming to discount the notion that Kodar directed any of the
film; he also laces his article with interviews with other participants in the film, including Bob
Random, who played John Dale, who relay that Welles directed the sex scene in the film
(“Pauline Kael”). It is incredibly important not to discount the contributions that other artists
made to a film they help bring into existence, and there is a valid criticism that focusing on the
auteur director above all else erases the ways in which artists, especially women and people of
color, help to create the meaning of films. There will always remain this question of erasure that
attends any auteurist reading, especially one following the methods proscribed by the Cahiers du
Cinema critics or Andrew Sarris.
Perhaps, however, The Other Side of the Wind presents its own answer to this question.
Though it is undoubtable that the preoccupations that Orson Welles was fixated upon are also
found in The Other Side of the Wind, the conclusion of the film, as indicated in the previous section, suggests that the meaning of the film is ultimately in the hands of the viewer in spite of the
fact that Welles can be considered its author. The opening up of the text of the film in this way
points to a way forward for auteurism; instead of dominating the text’s meaning, what it allows is
that the text be read in the context of several authors. Therefore, though the presentation of The
Other Side of the Wind as “An Orson Welles Picture” is ultimately a gesture of economic auThe title of the essay references a now-forgotten book called The Citizen Kane Book, which
was published by Bantham that contained the shooting script of Citizen Kane and a now-discredited essay by Pauline Kael that claimed to prove that that script was almost entirely written by its
credited co-writer Herman J. Mankiewicz. This claim was proven to be based on faulty research
and has since fallen out of print; however, it is still an infamous object in the world of Welles
studies. See Jonathan Rosenbaum’s “I Lost it at the Movies,” contained within Discovering Orson Welles, for more.
30
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teurism, the simple fact of the matter is that the film IS an Orson Welles picture. It is also an Oja
Kodar Picture, a Peter Bogdanovich Picture, a Bob Murawksi31 Picture, a John Huston Picture,
etc. If we can take the ending of The Other Side of the Wind as a reflection of Welles’s own
views toward authorship, the work that remains to be done is seeing what meaning is generated
in the film when placed in the context of these various careers. The flaw with auteurism is that it
traditionally closes the film off from any reading besides itself; what we have tried to suggested
here it that structural directorial auteurism should be the opening chapter of a book instead of its
final page.

31

The editor who shepherded The Other Side of the Wind to completion.
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